
Where the Self Places Conflict
Reality Resistance, Organism–Environment Coupling, and

Conditional Return

AVIVENS State-Space-Inspired Research Framework

Joaquim Santos Albino
HibriMind / VIVENS

Version 1.0 – Final Audited Manuscript – 3 August 2026

ABSTRACT

Conflict is commonly studied through stress exposure, appraisal, coping, emotion regulation, control,
trauma, or goal pursuit. This paper proposes a complementary unit of analysis: the bidirectionally
coupled organism–environment process through which incompatible organizations are appraised, func-
tionally allocated, represented, acted upon, bodily realized, and updated.
The framework distinguishes reality resistance—a mismatch between an expected, desired, defended,
or identity-compatible organization and encountered conditions—from conflict, defined as an incom-
patibility among simultaneously activated goals, valuations, action tendencies, relational demands, or
possible organizations that cannot all be satisfied. “Placement” denotes the emergent allocation of cause,
responsibility, threat, agency, and possible action; it does not imply conscious choice.
The model separates a latent organismic state, a slower memory–identity state, and an environmental–
relational state containing externally assessable threat, resources, rules, support, power, and available
action affordances. Response operations may or may not become enacted action. Action and external
events modify the environment, whose transformed state contributes to the next organismic state. Re-
ports, behavior, physiology, and contextual events are treated as imperfect observations rather than as
the latent states themselves.
The central construct is conditional coupled return potential: the probability that a defined
organism–environment system will enter a prespecified set of viable configurations within a given
timescale, conditional on its starting state, perturbation, resources, constraints, and intervention. The
proposed contribution is conflict-specific integration of functional allocation, representation, action,
environmental transformation, identity, and multiscale return.
The first candidate mechanism is limited to experimentally imposed absence of an effective response op-
tion, perseverative cognitive–affective operation, and delayed autonomic and endocrine recovery. The
framework is empirically separable from its VIVENS ontological interpretation and rejects psychologi-
cal reductionism, patient blame, and direct attribution of disease to unresolved conflict.

Keywords: conflict; reality resistance; organism–environment coupling; state-space framework; functional
allocation; representational profile; action affordance; conditional return; resilience; VIVENS.

1. Introduction
Human conflict is usually approached as opposition between persons, groups, interests, values, in-
tentions, or identities. In psychological and biological research, conflict-related phenomena are often
translated into stress exposure, threat, frustration, aggression, trauma, coping, repetitive cognition,
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emotion regulation, or psychopathology.

These approaches are indispensable, but they leave open a more elementary question:

What organization does conflict acquire in the coupling between an organism and the
conditions through which it must continue to live?

The question is not whether a person is aggressive, peaceful, avoidant, expressive, resilient, or silent.
It asks what incompatibility is active; what is appraised as relevant, uncertain, or irreversible; where
cause, responsibility, threat, agency, and possible action are allocated; whether the conflict becomes
detectable and revisable; what operations occur; whether prepared operations become effective ac-
tion; how action alters the environment; and whether the next coupled state updates or repeats the
preceding organization.

The central hypothesis is narrower than the general proposition that stress affects health:

The biological and behavioral significance of conflict may depend not only on exposure
and intensity, but on the coupled transitions through which organism and environment
permit, block, or redirect updating.

The end of an external event does not necessarily coincide with the end of organismic mobilization.
Rumination can delay cardiovascular recovery, perseverative cognition can prolong stress-related
activation, experimentally manipulated controllability can alter neural responses under matched ex-
posure, and affective dynamics can be decomposed into exposure, reactivity, recovery, and inertia
(Glynn et al., 2002; Brosschot et al., 2006; Limbachia et al., 2021; Koval et al., 2015). These findings
do not establish the present framework. They establish the more limited premise that post-event
trajectory matters and cannot be inferred from event intensity alone.

The proposed unit of analysis is therefore bidirectional conflict-state coupling.

2. Conceptual Distinctions
2.1. Reality resistance

Reality resistance is the relational mismatch between an expected, desired, defended, or identity-
compatible organization and the conditions actually encountered.

The term does not assign intention to reality. Resistance may arise from another person, the body,
time, loss, refusal, illness, material deprivation, institutional constraint, social hierarchy, ecological
conditions, or irreversible change.

Reality resistance can produce surprise, disappointment, pain, learning, or immediate adaptation
without producing conflict.

2.2. Conflict

Conflict is an incompatibility among simultaneously activated goals, valuations, action tendencies,
relational demands, or possible organizations that cannot all be satisfied under the conditions en-
countered.

Examples include:

• speaking or preserving safety;
• defending a boundary or maintaining a relationship;
• continuing a goal or disengaging;
• remaining loyal or acknowledging harm;
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• preserving identity continuity or revising the identity that continuity requires;
• acting against injustice or avoiding consequences that make action impossible.

Conflict contains no necessary duration. Persistence, recurrence, generalization, and identity incor-
poration belong to its subsequent trajectory.

2.3. Conflict is not stress or aggression

Not every stressor generates conflict, and not every conflict generates intense stress. Conflict is
also distinct from aggression, competition, hostility, defense, violence, and bellicism. Visible con-
frontation may be proportionate to real danger; apparent calm may express cooperation, inhibition,
submission, dissociation, or lack of viable action.

The framework therefore distinguishes:

encountered mismatch ≠ conflict ≠ stress response ≠ persistent trajectory

No moral hierarchy is assigned to external versus internal, expressive versus silent, or confronta-
tional versus peaceful responses. The relevant questions concern accuracy, proportionality, context,
real action possibility, updating, and termination.

3. Bidirectional Coupled-State Architecture
The framework is state-space-inspired, not an identified mathematical model. Its notation con-
strains explanation by requiring the organism, the environment, action, history, and observation to
remain analytically distinct.

3.1. System boundary

Every empirical study must declare its system boundary ℬ. Depending on the research question,
the modeled system may include:

1. the organism;
2. an immediate relationship or small group;
3. an institution;
4. selected socioecological conditions.

Processes beyond the declared boundary enter as external events. The framework does not attempt
to place all social reality inside one model.

3.2. Latent organismic state

At time 𝑡 , the conflict-relevant organismic state is represented as:

x𝑡 = (a𝑡 , 𝜆𝑡 , 𝜌𝑡 , 𝜙𝑡)

where:

• a𝑡 is appraisal;
• 𝜆𝑡 is the functional allocation profile;
• 𝜌𝑡 is the representational profile;
• 𝜙𝑡 is physiological organization and action readiness.
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This state is not the whole organism. It is a theoretical representation of variables relevant to a
defined conflict.

3.3. Slow memory–identity state

A slower organismic state is represented as:

m𝑡 = (learning, habit, identity,
incorporated relational history, persistent physiological dispositions)

Identity is therefore both a possible result of previous trajectories and a constraint on later appraisal,
allocation, representation, and action.

3.4. Environmental–relational state

The state of the modeled environment is represented as:

w𝑡 = (externally assessable threat, relationship configuration,
resources, support, rules, power,
available action affordances and constraints)

The environmental state is conceptually distinct from what the person believes about it. Indepen-
dently assessable action affordances, institutional permissions, material resources, and documented
threats belong here rather than inside subjective appraisal.

3.5. Response organization and enacted action

The organization of response operations is represented provisionally as:

𝜔𝑡 = 𝒫 (x𝑡 ,m𝑡 ,w𝑡)

𝒫 is not necessarily conscious. It may organize automatic defense, habitual avoidance, reappraisal,
action preparation, negotiation, or environmental modification.

Prepared operations do not automatically become action:

u𝑡 = 𝒥 (𝜔𝑡 ,x𝑡 ,w𝑡) + 𝜂𝑡
where 𝜂𝑡 represents inhibition, incapacity, timing failure, unmodeled obstacles, or noise.

This distinction separates wanting, preparing, being permitted, having an opportunity, acting, and
producing an effective environmental change.

3.6. Bidirectional transition

The environment changes through action and external events:

w𝑡+1 = ℋ (w𝑡 ,u𝑡 , 𝜉 𝑡)

The organismic state then updates through the transformed environment:
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x𝑡+1 = 𝒯 (x𝑡 ,m𝑡 ,w𝑡+1, 𝜔𝑡 ,u𝑡)

Repeated transitions modify the slow state:

m𝑡+1 = 𝒦 (m𝑡 ,x𝑡 ,w𝑡 , 𝜔𝑡 ,u𝑡 ,x𝑡+1,w𝑡+1)

The coupled state is:

s𝑡 = (x𝑡 ,m𝑡 ,w𝑡)

Environmental–relational
state w𝑡

Latent organismic
state x𝑡

Response organization
𝜔𝑡

Enacted action
u𝑡

Slow memory–identity
state m𝑡

Transformed environment
w𝑡+1

Updated organismic
state x𝑡+1

Figure 1. Bidirectional conflict-state coupling. The environment contributes to the current organismic state;
response organization may become action; action and external events transform the environment; the
transformed environment contributes to the next organismic state; repeated transitions modify slower
memory and identity.

The diagram is conceptual. It does not imply one universal temporal resolution or a fully identified
quantitative model.

3.7. State and observation

Latent states are not directly observed. Organismic and environmental observations are represented
as:

y𝑂𝑡 = 𝒢𝑂 (x𝑡 ,m𝑡 , 𝜔𝑡 ,u𝑡) + 𝜀𝑂𝑡

y𝑊𝑡 = 𝒢𝑊 (w𝑡) + 𝜀𝑊𝑡
Possible indicators include reports, narratives, behavior, recorded interactions, heart rate, respira-
tion, cortisol, sleep, movement, available resources, formal rules, sanctions, and independent obser-
vations.

Measurement in intensive longitudinal data requires separation of trait, state, and error, as well
as attention to within-person reliability and temporal invariance (McNeish et al., 2021). Dynamic
models do not repair weak measurement.

4. Core State Components
4.1. Appraisal

Appraisal is restricted to the perceived significance and structure of the encounter:

a𝑡 = (relevance, valence, novelty, uncertainty, irreversibility, perceived incompatibility)
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Appraisal need not be wholly conscious or linguistic. Transactional theories already relate appraisal,
coping, and encounter outcomes (Folkman et al., 1986). The present question is whether appraisal
interacts with allocation, representation, physiology, independently assessed action affordance, and
slow identity in ways that improve explanation.

4.2. Functional allocation profile

The allocation profile is:

𝜆𝑡 = (perceived causal locus, attributed responsibility,
perceived source of threat, perceived locus of possible action,
perceived control distribution)

Cause, responsibility, threat, action, and control can be allocated differently. A person may attribute
cause externally, accept partial responsibility, locate possible action internally, and correctly recog-
nize institutional limits.

Attribution and locus-of-control theories already study cause, stability, controllability, and the ex-
pected relation between action and outcome (Rotter, 1966; Weiner, 1985). The proposed addition is
the simultaneous profile and its revision through repeated organism–environment transitions.

4.3. Representational profile

The representational profile is:

𝜌𝑡 = (detection, differentiation, conceptualization,
bodily linkage, articulation, revisability)

The profile concerns whether incompatibility can be detected, differentiated, provisionally organized,
related to bodily change, articulated, and revised. It does not equate narrative fluency with accuracy.

Relational expressibility belongs partly to the environment: a conflict may be internally articulable
but unsafe to communicate.

This profile overlaps with emotional awareness, alexithymia, affect differentiation, mentalization,
metacognition, interoceptive awareness, and narrative coherence. Established instruments already
measure important portions of this territory (Lane et al., 1990; Bagby et al., 1994; Mehling et al., 2012).
The proposed profile must demonstrate discriminant and incremental validity rather than rename
existing constructs.

4.4. Physiological organization and interoception

𝜙𝑡 may include autonomic, endocrine, respiratory, vascular, muscular, biomechanical, pain-related,
fatigue-related, sleep-related, and—where temporally justified—immune organization.

Physiological state must be distinguished from afferent signal, access to that signal, and interpreta-
tion. The same bodily configuration may be detected, ignored, or interpreted differently.

Active and interoceptive inference already relate bodily prediction, sensory evidence, action, emo-
tion, and embodied selfhood (Seth, 2013; Seth & Friston, 2016). The present framework is narrower:
it addresses conflict among incompatible organizations under relational and material constraints.
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4.5. Response operations

Response operations may be:

• automatic or partially involuntary: freezing, attentional capture, dissociative detachment, habit-
ual avoidance;

• regulatory: reappraisal, suppression, differentiation, symbolization, acceptance, narrative recon-
struction;

• action-preparatory: approach, withdrawal, confrontation, boundary defense, help-seeking, dis-
engagement;

• relational or environmental: negotiation, repair, co-regulation, redistribution of responsibility,
institutional or material modification.

No operation is universally adaptive. Expression, suppression, reappraisal, and direct action can
help or harm depending on controllability, danger, timing, resources, audience, and intended aim
(Bonanno et al., 2004; Troy et al., 2013; Bonanno & Burton, 2013).

5. Timescale, Trajectory, and Viability
5.1. Nested timescales

The coupled process contains multiple rates:

• fast: perceptual appraisal, autonomic change, motor preparation, immediate defense;
• intermediate: rumination, cortisol recovery, sleep, repeated interaction, strategy revision;
• slow: identity, habits, relationship structure, institutional position, economic dependence, per-
sistent physiological dispositions, and tissue history.

Repetition or sustained coupling of fast states may contribute to slower change under specified me-
diating conditions. Fast, intermediate, and slow components may recover asynchronously.

5.2. Trajectory

A trajectory is the ordered sequence:

𝒬𝑡0∶𝑡𝑛 = {s𝑡0 , s𝑡1 , … , s𝑡𝑛 }

It includes order, duration, context, intervention, environmental transitions, and divergence points.

Descriptive properties may include termination, generalization, identity embedding, and context
dependence. Causal or dynamical properties—such as causal dependence, transition thresholds,
metastability, and hysteresis—require stronger designs.

Slow recovery is not hysteresis. Hysteresis requires different states under equivalent environmental
conditions depending on the path through which those conditions were reached.

5.3. Viability

For a declared boundary ℬ, define a set of viable configurations:

𝒱ℬ

Viability cannot be equated with comfort, compliance, social normality, symptom absence, or restora-
tion of the pre-conflict state. Depending on the study, criteria may include essential physiological
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function, safety, sufficient autonomy, ability to respond to current demands, context discrimination,
behavioral range, access to legitimate goals, and absence of escalating mobilization without present
necessity.

Criteria must be prespecified, domain-specific, ethically justified, and open to several viable out-
comes.

6. Conditional Coupled Return Potential
The framework replaces a global internal capacity with a conditional probability:

𝜏𝒱 = inf {𝜏 > 0 ∶ s𝑡+𝜏 ∈ 𝒱ℬ}

ℛℬΔ𝑡 = Pr [𝜏𝒱 ≤ Δ𝑡 ∣ s𝑡 , 𝔭, 𝔦,ℬ]

where:

• s𝑡 is the starting coupled state;
• 𝔭 is the perturbation class;
• 𝔦 denotes intervention or available transition conditions;
• Δ𝑡 is the time horizon;
• 𝒱ℬ is the prespecified viable set.

Here, 𝜏𝒱 is the first-entry time into the prespecified viable set. This expression is conceptual rather
than a universal estimable formula. When a study requires sustained rather than momentary return,
the event must also include a prespecified minimum dwell time or stability criterion inside 𝒱ℬ .

“Potential” is preferred to “capacity” because return depends on the starting state, environment, re-
sources, action possibilities, timescale, and availability of more than one viable outcome.

Starting coupled state
s𝑡

Perturbation class
𝔭

Resources, constraints,
and intervention 𝔦

Coupled state transitions
across Δ𝑡

First entry into the
viable set 𝒱ℬ
within Δ𝑡

Add a prespecified dwell-time
or stability criterion when
sustained return is required.

𝜏𝒱 ≤ Δ𝑡

Figure 2. Conditional coupled return. Return potential is defined for a specified system boundary, starting
state, perturbation, intervention conditions, viable set, and time horizon.

One recovery or one failure cannot justify a global judgment about a person. Return potential must
be estimated for defined perturbations, contexts, boundaries, and timescales.

7. Position Among Existing Frameworks
The present framework is integrative and must be evaluated against established theories rather than
by resemblance alone.
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7.1. Transactional stress and coping

Transactional models already connect appraisal, coping, and encounter outcomes (Folkman et al.,
1986). The present framework adds explicit profiles of allocation and representation, separates re-
sponse organization from enacted action, models environmental transition, and includes slow iden-
tity and memory.

7.2. Cybernetic control theory

Control theory already describes reference values, discrepancy, feedback, and corrective action
(Carver & Scheier, 1982). The present framework focuses on several incompatible reference organi-
zations, partial representation, differentiated responsibility and action locus, blocked environmental
efficacy, and plural viable outcomes.

7.3. Attribution and locus of control

Attribution and locus-of-control theories already address cause, stability, controllability, and out-
come contingency (Rotter, 1966; Weiner, 1985). The present framework proposes a multidimensional
profile that distinguishes cause, responsibility, threat, possible action, and perceived control and fol-
lows its revision through feedback.

7.4. Regulatory flexibility and action crisis

Regulatory flexibility concerns context sensitivity, repertoire, and responsiveness to feedback (Bo-
nanno & Burton, 2013). Action-crisis research studies conflict between continued goal pursuit and
disengagement and its relation to stress and health-related outcomes (Ghassemi et al., 2017; Holding
et al., 2021). The present framework includes conflicts not reducible to one goal and incorporates
bodily state, independently assessed action affordance, relational constraint, and environmental tran-
sition.

7.5. Perseverative cognition and affect dynamics

Perseverative cognition can prolong activation beyond exposure (Brosschot et al., 2006). Rumina-
tion has been associated with delayed cardiovascular recovery and cortisol dynamics under specific
designs and samples (Glynn et al., 2002; Shull et al., 2016; Rodriguez-Stanley et al., 2025). Affect-
dynamics research distinguishes exposure, reactivity, recovery, and inertia, and emotional inertia is
not equivalent to rumination (Kuppens et al., 2010; Koval et al., 2015).

The present unit is broader than affect or repetitive thought: it is a coupled conflict trajectory con-
taining appraisal, allocation, representation, physiology, action, environment, and slow identity.

7.6. Event centrality

The Centrality of Event Scale measures how an event becomes a reference point for identity and sub-
sequent interpretation (Berntsen & Rubin, 2006). The present framework treats identity embedding
as both a possible trajectory outcome and a slow constraint on future transitions.

7.7. Active and interoceptive inference

Active and interoceptive inference already connect latent-state estimation, bodily prediction, sensory
evidence, action, emotion, and selfhood (Seth, 2013; Seth & Friston, 2016). The present framework is
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not a probabilistic generative model. Its narrower domain is conflict among incompatible organiza-
tions, with explicit treatment of responsibility, power, relational conditions, plural viable outcomes,
and social constraints.

7.8. Allostasis and dynamic resilience

Allostasis concerns adaptation through change, and allostatic load concerns cumulative multisys-
tem burden (McEwen & Stellar, 1993; McEwen, 1998). Dynamic resilience research already treats
resilience as process, trajectory, capacity, or system property; uses repeated perturbation designs;
and models recovery through coupled or complex dynamics (Montpetit et al., 2010; Whitson et al.,
2016; Gijzel et al., 2020; Walston et al., 2023; Lunansky et al., 2025).

The generic claim that recovery is conditional is not a VIVENS priority claim. A 2026 bioenergetic
framework explicitly uses that formulation in relation to energetic limits of recovery (Tippairote et
al., 2026).

8. Specific VIVENS Contribution
The framework does not claim discovery of appraisal, feedback, coping, attribution, control, intero-
ception, active inference, flexibility, action crisis, rumination, event centrality, resilience, affective
inertia, or allostatic burden.

Its proposed contribution is the conflict-specific integration of:

incompatible organizations
+ multidimensional functional allocation
+ multidimensional representation
+ physiological readiness
+ automatic and deliberate response operations
+ enacted action
+ environmental transformation
+ material resources and power
+ slow identity and memory
+ conditional transition to plural viable states

The framework earns scientific necessity only if these additions improve construct discrimination,
prospective prediction, intervention selection, or mechanistic explanation beyond simpler estab-
lished models.

9. Testable Propositions
Proposition 1 — Dynamic updating

Repeated within-person measures of updating should predict later trajectories better than static la-
bels such as “internalizer,” “externalizer,” or habitual coping style.

Falsifier: static models perform equally or better in preregistered out-of-sample prediction at com-
parable complexity.

Proposition 2 — Environmental transition

Models containing independently assessed environmental state and environmental transition should
predict coupled outcomes better than models containing only perceived context and person-level
variables.

10



Where the Self Places Conflict Joaquim Santos Albino

Falsifier: organism-only models perform equally well after complexity penalties.

Proposition 3 — Control–affordance interaction

Perceived control should have different consequences when an effective action option is indepen-
dently assessed as available, unavailable, or socially prohibited.

Falsifier: independently assessed affordance does not modify the relation between perceived control
and updating.

Proposition 4 — Allocation and representation

Reduced allocation and representation blocks should each add out-of-sample prediction beyond con-
ventional appraisal, attribution, alexithymia, interoception, control, and coping measures.

Falsifier: neither block adds value after dimensionality and complexity are controlled.

Proposition 5 — Identity and reinstatement

Conflict-related identity embedding should predict cue-based reinstatement beyond event severity,
current symptoms, rumination, and event centrality.

Falsifier: identity embedding adds no independent predictive information.

Proposition 6 — Conditional return

A person–environment interaction model should outperform a stable person-only parameter when
predicting entry into a prespecified viable set.

Falsifier: a person-only model predicts equally well across contexts.

Proposition 7 — Structured asynchrony and path dependence

Behavioral, autonomic, endocrine, and identity-related change should not be adequately represented
by one universal recovery parameter. True hysteresis, if present, should require path dependence
rather than delayed linear recovery.

Falsifier: one recovery parameter explains all measured levels without meaningful predictive loss,
and apparent path dependence disappears after continuing exposure and measurement error are
modeled.

10. Initial Empirical Program
The full framework cannot be tested in one study.

10.1. Phase A: ecological mapping

A first observational study should examine everyday blocked-goal conflicts with potential for envi-
ronmental change over 10–14 days.

Core measures:

• appraisal;
• reduced allocation profile;
• reduced representation profile;
• perceived control;
• independently assessed action affordance;
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• enacted action;
• environmental response;
• rumination;
• affect;
• sleep;
• optional ambulatory cardiac indices.

The primary test is whether a person–environment transition model improves held-out prediction
beyond appraisal, coping, action crisis, rumination, and person-only models.

Natural events occur at unequal intervals. Continuous-time approaches may be preferable when the
interval between observations varies, while dynamic structural equation and state-space methods
may be useful after the measurement model is established (de Haan-Rietdijk et al., 2017; Hamaker et
al., 2018).

10.2. Phase B: controlled experiment

A mild yoked task should provide equivalent exposure with different action affordances:

1. effective action available;
2. a non-instrumental control cue without an effective response option;
3. distraction;
4. no additional transition option.

Outcomes may include operation selection, action execution, rumination, heart-rate recovery, heart-
rate variability, and salivary cortisol where feasible. Exposure, timing, feedback quantity, and social
contact should be matched as far as possible.

10.3. Candidate mechanism

“Blocked action” can mean externally verified unavailability, misperceived unavailability, execution
failure, or conflict between actions. The initial mechanism should isolate one case:

experimentally imposed absence of an effective response option despite continued action
demand
→ perseverative cognitive–affective operation
→ delayed autonomic and endocrine recovery

The chain is weakened if perseveration does not mediate the association, physiological recovery
is unchanged, or the findings are explained by expectancy, support, exposure, sleep, or baseline
physiology.

11. Biological and Oncological Boundary
The paper does not claim that unresolved conflict causes cancer, mutation, malignant transformation,
or a specific disease.

Its biological claim is limited:

Conflict-relevant coupled dynamicsmay participate in systemic regulation through can-
didate neural, autonomic, endocrine, behavioral, and relational pathways.

The first candidate mechanism is restricted to action unavailability, perseverative operation, and
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physiological recovery. More distant hypotheses involving tissue or cellular history belong to sepa-
rate VIVENS studies and require independent evidence at every scale.

No psychological profile should be used to infer cancer risk, explain an individual tumor, assign
responsibility to a patient, replace diagnosis, or discourage biomedical treatment.

12. VIVENS Ontological Interpretation
The empirical framework can be tested without accepting the VIVENS ontology.

The SI designates the integrated identity through which the organism experiences being alive. It is
not an immaterial entity above the body, but an emergent organization materially realized through
the organism.

Within the VIVENS architecture:

• CFI designates the field of functional integration through which multiple processes participate
in a common organismic organization;

• Ω designates the regime of coherence within which the SI remains biologically viable.

These are theoretical constructs, not empirically identified biological objects.

The ontological reading of the coupled framework is recurrent rather than sovereign: the many con-
stitute the organization through which the SI experiences conflict; response and action alter bodily
and environmental conditions; those transformed conditions participate in the following organiza-
tion through which the SI continues to experience reality.

Empirical formulation:

The operational organization of a person becomes partially inferable from the coupled
transitions through which conflict is allocated, represented, acted upon, followed by en-
vironmental consequences, and updated.

VIVENS formulation:

The operational ontology of the SI becomes visible in the recurrent destination that con-
flict acquires within the coupling between organism and reality.

The two formulations are not epistemically equivalent.

13. Limitations, Epistemic Boundaries, and Ethics
The framework is broad and risks overfitting. Its notation is conceptual rather than a validated quan-
titative model and does not claimmathematical novelty over state-space, stochastic-reachability, con-
trol, or viability approaches. Its constructs may collapse into existing measures. System boundaries
and viable sets require normative decisions. Environmental states may be difficult to assess indepen-
dently of participants’ reports. The current environmental representation is aggregate rather than a
full multi-agent model; when another agent is central to the conflict, that agent’s actions and obser-
vations may need to be modeled explicitly rather than absorbed into w𝑡 . Causal properties such as
hysteresis, environmental efficacy, or partial independence from initiating conditions require inter-
vention or strong quasi-experimental designs.

The following distinctions are mandatory:

• phenomenological description is not mechanism;
• appraisal is not necessarily conscious;
• observation is not latent state;
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• perceived control is not independently assessed affordance;
• action preparation is not action execution;
• environmental constraint is not personal incapacity;
• correlation is not mediation;
• mediation is not complete causation;
• slow recovery is not hysteresis;
• resilience is not a moral quality;
• CFI, Ω, and SI are theoretical constructs;
• persistence is not personal failure;
• integration is not compliance with injustice;
• biological vulnerability is not responsibility.

The framework must not be used to blame ill people, infer hidden conflict from disease, replace
clinical diagnosis, individualize social violence, classify calmness as superior integration, treat con-
frontation as inherently pathological, or moralize recovery speed.

14. Conclusion
Conflict does not occur solely inside an isolated person. It unfolds through a coupled system in
which incompatible organizations are appraised, allocated, represented, embodied, acted upon, envi-
ronmentally answered, and updated.

The framework distinguishes a latent organismic state, a slow memory–identity state, an
environmental–relational state, response organization, enacted action, and imperfect observations.
The environment modifies the organism; the organism organizes a response; prepared operations
may or may not become action; action and external events modify the environment; and the trans-
formed environment participates in the next organismic state.

The central construct is conditional coupled return potential:

the probability that a defined organism–environment system will enter a prespecified
set of viable configurations within a defined timescale, conditional on its starting state,
perturbation, resources, constraints, and intervention.

The empirical hypothesis is:

When conflict-relevant coupled states repeatedly fail to update after relevant conditions
change—or when the coupled system does not permit effective environmental transition—
the response organization may continue beyond the circumstances that initially made it
necessary.

The organism may not lose coherence. The coupled system may preserve coherence around a re-
sponse whose original relation to reality has changed.

The framework earns scientific value only if its components can be distinguished from established
constructs, improve prediction outside the development sample, guide interventions, and support
prespecified mechanisms.

VIVENS formulation:

What the SI cannot relocate, represent, transform, or terminate—and what its world does
not permit it to transform—may continue to organize the organism until a response to
reality becomes a history governing the present.

14



Where the Self Places Conflict Joaquim Santos Albino

Publication Note
This manuscript is a conceptual research framework and reports no original participant data. Be-
fore submission to a journal or formal repository release, author affiliation, correspondence details,
ORCID, funding statement, competing-interest statement, and any required disclosure concerning
AI-assisted research or writing should be completed according to the destination platform’s policy.

References
Bagby, R. M., Parker, J. D. A., & Taylor, G. J. (1994). The twenty-item Toronto Alexithymia Scale—I. Item selection and

cross-validation of the factor structure. Journal of Psychosomatic Research, 38(1), 23–32. https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-
3999(94)90005-1

Berntsen, D., & Rubin, D. C. (2006). The Centrality of Event Scale: A measure of integrating a trauma into one’s iden-
tity and its relation to post-traumatic stress disorder symptoms. Behaviour Research and Therapy, 44(2), 219–231.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.brat.2005.01.009

Bonanno, G. A., & Burton, C. L. (2013). Regulatory flexibility: An individual differences perspective on coping and emotion
regulation. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 8(6), 591–612. https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691613504116

Bonanno, G. A., Papa, A., Lalande, K., Westphal, M., & Coifman, K. (2004). The importance of being flexible: The ability to
both enhance and suppress emotional expression predicts long-term adjustment. Psychological Science, 15(7), 482–487.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0956-7976.2004.00705.x

Brosschot, J. F., Gerin, W., & Thayer, J. F. (2006). The perseverative cognition hypothesis: A review of worry,
prolonged stress-related physiological activation, and health. Journal of Psychosomatic Research, 60(2), 113–124.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpsychores.2005.06.074

Carver, C. S., & Scheier, M. F. (1982). Control theory: A useful conceptual framework for personality–social, clinical, and
health psychology. Psychological Bulletin, 92(1), 111–135. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.92.1.111

de Haan-Rietdijk, S., Voelkle, M. C., Keijsers, L., & Hamaker, E. L. (2017). Discrete- vs. continuous-
time modeling of unequally spaced experience sampling method data. Frontiers in Psychology, 8, 1849.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.01849

Folkman, S., Lazarus, R. S., Dunkel-Schetter, C., DeLongis, A., & Gruen, R. J. (1986). Dynamics of a stressful encounter:
Cognitive appraisal, coping, and encounter outcomes. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 50(5), 992–1003.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.50.5.992

Ghassemi, M., Bernecker, K., Herrmann, M., & Brandstätter, V. (2017). The process of disengagement from personal goals:
Reciprocal influences between the experience of action crisis and appraisals of goal desirability and attainability. Per-
sonality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 43(4), 524–537. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167216689052

Gijzel, S. M. W., Rector, J., van Meulen, F. B., Schim van der Loeff, R., van de Leemput, I. A., Scheffer, M., Olde Rikkert,
M. G. M., & Melis, R. J. F. (2020). Measurement of dynamical resilience indicators improves the prediction of recovery
following hospitalization in older adults. Journal of the American Medical Directors Association, 21(4), 525–530.e4.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jamda.2019.10.011

Glynn, L. M., Christenfeld, N., & Gerin, W. (2002). The role of rumination in recovery from reac-
tivity: Cardiovascular consequences of emotional states. Psychosomatic Medicine, 64(5), 714–726.
https://doi.org/10.1097/01.PSY.0000031574.42041.23

Hamaker, E. L., Asparouhov, T., Brose, A., Schmiedek, F., & Muthén, B. (2018). At the frontiers of modeling intensive
longitudinal data: Dynamic structural equation models for the affective measurements from the COGITO study. Mul-
tivariate Behavioral Research, 53(6), 820–841. https://doi.org/10.1080/00273171.2018.1446819

Holding, A. C., Moore, E., Moore, A., Verner-Filion, J., Ouellet-Morin, I., & Koestner, R. (2021). When goal pursuit gets
hairy: A longitudinal goal study examining the role of controlled motivation and action crises in predicting changes
in hair cortisol, perceived stress, health, and depression symptoms. Clinical Psychological Science, 9(6), 1214–1221.
https://doi.org/10.1177/2167702621995214

Koval, P., Brose, A., Pe, M. L., Houben, M., Erbas, Y., Champagne, D., & Kuppens, P. (2015). Emotional inertia and external
events: The roles of exposure, reactivity, and recovery. Emotion, 15(5), 625–636. https://doi.org/10.1037/emo0000059

Kuppens, P., Allen, N. B., & Sheeber, L. B. (2010). Emotional inertia and psychological maladjustment. Psychological Science,
21(7), 984–991. https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797610372634

Lane, R. D., Quinlan, D. M., Schwartz, G. E., Walker, P. A., & Zeitlin, S. B. (1990). The Levels of Emotional Aware-
ness Scale: A cognitive-developmental measure of emotion. Journal of Personality Assessment, 55(1–2), 124–134.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223891.1990.9674052

Limbachia, C., Morrow, K., Khibovska, A., Meyer, C., Padmala, S., & Pessoa, L. (2021). Controllability over stressor decreases
responses in key threat-related brain areas. Communications Biology, 4, 42. https://doi.org/10.1038/s42003-020-01537-5

15



Where the Self Places Conflict Joaquim Santos Albino

Lunansky, G., Bonanno, G. A., Blanken, T. F., van Borkulo, C. D., Cramer, A. O. J., & Borsboom, D. (2025). Bouncing back
from life’s perturbations: Formalizing psychological resilience from a complex systems perspective. Psychological
Review, 132(6), 1396–1409. https://doi.org/10.1037/rev0000497

McEwen, B. S. (1998). Stress, adaptation, and disease: Allostasis and allostatic load. Annals of the New York Academy of
Sciences, 840, 33–44. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1749-6632.1998.tb09546.x

McEwen, B. S., & Stellar, E. (1993). Stress and the individual: Mechanisms leading to disease. Archives of Internal Medicine,
153(18), 2093–2101. https://doi.org/10.1001/archinte.1993.00410180039004

McNeish, D., MacKinnon, D. P., Marsch, L. A., & Poldrack, R. A. (2021). Measurement in intensive longitudinal data. Struc-
tural Equation Modeling: A Multidisciplinary Journal, 28(5), 807–822. https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2021.1915788

Mehling, W. E., Price, C., Daubenmier, J. J., Acree, M., Bartmess, E., & Stewart, A. (2012). TheMultidimensional Assessment
of Interoceptive Awareness (MAIA). PLoS ONE, 7 (11), e48230. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0048230

Montpetit, M. A., Bergeman, C. S., Deboeck, P. R., Tiberio, S. S., & Boker, S. M. (2010). Resilience-as-process: Negative
affect, stress, and coupled dynamical systems. Psychology and Aging, 25(3), 631–640. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019268

Rodriguez-Stanley, J., Knauft, K., & Zilioli, S. (2025). State rumination links major life stressors to acute stressor cortisol
response in healthy adults. Psychoneuroendocrinology, 172, 107234. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psyneuen.2024.107234

Rotter, J. B. (1966). Generalized expectancies for internal versus external control of reinforcement. Psychological Mono-
graphs: General and Applied, 80(1), 1–28. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0092976

Seth, A. K. (2013). Interoceptive inference, emotion, and the embodied self. Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 17 (11), 565–573.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2013.09.007

Seth, A. K., & Friston, K. J. (2016). Active interoceptive inference and the emotional brain. Philosophical Transactions of
the Royal Society B: Biological Sciences, 371(1708), 20160007. https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2016.0007

Shull, A., Mayer, S. E., McGinnis, E., Geiss, E., Vargas, I., & Lopez-Duran, N. L. (2016). Trait and state rumination
interact to prolong cortisol activation to psychosocial stress in females. Psychoneuroendocrinology, 74, 324–332.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psyneuen.2016.09.004

Tippairote, T., Hoonkaew, P., Suksawang, A., & Tippairote, P. (2026). Stress is inevitable; recovery is conditional: Bioen-
ergetic limits of resilience in aging and disease. Biogerontology, 27 (3), 96. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10522-026-10445-w

Troy, A. S., Shallcross, A. J., & Mauss, I. B. (2013). A person-by-situation approach to emotion regulation: Cog-
nitive reappraisal can either help or hurt, depending on the context. Psychological Science, 24(12), 2505–2514.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797613496434

Walston, J., Varadhan, R., Xue, Q.-L., Buta, B., Sieber, F., Oni, J., Imus, P., Crews, D. C., Artz, A., Schrack, J., Kalyani, R.
R., Abadir, P., Carlson, M., Hladek, M., McAdams-DeMarco, M., Jones, R., Johnson, A., Shafi, T., Newman, A. B., &
Bandeen-Roche, K. (2023). A Study of Physical Resilience and Aging (SPRING): Conceptual framework, rationale, and
study design. Journal of the American Geriatrics Society, 71(8), 2393–2405. https://doi.org/10.1111/jgs.18483

Weiner, B. (1985). An attributional theory of achievement motivation and emotion. Psychological Review, 92(4), 548–573.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.92.4.548

Whitson, H. E., Duan-Porter, W., Schmader, K. E., Morey, M. C., Cohen, H. J., & Colón-Emeric, C. S. (2016). Physical
resilience in older adults: Systematic review and development of an emerging construct. The Journals of Gerontology:
Series A, 71(4), 489–495. https://doi.org/10.1093/gerona/glv202

16


	1. Introduction
	2. Conceptual Distinctions
	2.1. Reality resistance
	2.2. Conflict
	2.3. Conflict is not stress or aggression

	3. Bidirectional Coupled-State Architecture
	3.1. System boundary
	3.2. Latent organismic state
	3.3. Slow memory–identity state
	3.4. Environmental–relational state
	3.5. Response organization and enacted action
	3.6. Bidirectional transition
	3.7. State and observation

	4. Core State Components
	4.1. Appraisal
	4.2. Functional allocation profile
	4.3. Representational profile
	4.4. Physiological organization and interoception
	4.5. Response operations

	5. Timescale, Trajectory, and Viability
	5.1. Nested timescales
	5.2. Trajectory
	5.3. Viability

	6. Conditional Coupled Return Potential
	7. Position Among Existing Frameworks
	7.1. Transactional stress and coping
	7.2. Cybernetic control theory
	7.3. Attribution and locus of control
	7.4. Regulatory flexibility and action crisis
	7.5. Perseverative cognition and affect dynamics
	7.6. Event centrality
	7.7. Active and interoceptive inference
	7.8. Allostasis and dynamic resilience

	8. Specific VIVENS Contribution
	9. Testable Propositions
	Proposition 1 — Dynamic updating
	Proposition 2 — Environmental transition
	Proposition 3 — Control–affordance interaction
	Proposition 4 — Allocation and representation
	Proposition 5 — Identity and reinstatement
	Proposition 6 — Conditional return
	Proposition 7 — Structured asynchrony and path dependence

	10. Initial Empirical Program
	10.1. Phase A: ecological mapping
	10.2. Phase B: controlled experiment
	10.3. Candidate mechanism

	11. Biological and Oncological Boundary
	12. VIVENS Ontological Interpretation
	13. Limitations, Epistemic Boundaries, and Ethics
	14. Conclusion
	Publication Note
	References

